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The following remarks support Applicant's "Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review" filed 
herewith in the above-referenced application. These remarks constitute no more than five pages, 
and are being filed with a Notice of Appeal, thereby satisfying the requirements. 

Independent claims 1, 20, and 23 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,687,878 to Eintracht et al. (hereinafter "Eintracht") in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,040,920 to Ichiriki (hereinafter "Ichiriki"). The remaining pending claims 
depend from independent claims 1 and 20. 
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Applicant respectfully requests review of the Final Office Action in the above-referenced 
application. No amendments are being filed with this request. 

Applicant is filing the "Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review" based on the following 
clear errors and/or omissions in the Final Office Action mailed on February 17, 2006. 

First dear Frror and/or Omission in th e Final Office Action- 

The Examiner has made a clear error and/or omission at least because the proposed 
combination of Eintracht in view of Ichiriki does not teach or suggest a log recording/ 
reproducing section which creates log data including history data of operations executed by a 
data creating section and a data reference section when creating a data file (see claim 1). 
Similarly, Eintracht and Ichiriki do not teach or suggest "creating log data including history data 
of operations executed by said data creating section and said data reference section when 
creating the data file" (independent claims 20 and 23). 

In the Final Office Action, it was alleged that "the notes database is the log data" (Final 
Office Action at page 2, last paragraph). It was further alleged that the "notes database stores 
annotations. In this instance, the annotations are the log data, stored within the database" (Final 
Office Action at page 1 1, last full paragraph). 

However, in column 3, lines 12-43 of Eintracht, a "system for annotating documents" is 
described, which includes a notes database "for storing one or more notes, each note associated 
with a particular document" (column 3, lines 15-17), and a notes client for permitting "a user to 
annotate the document with one or more notes" (column 3, lines 12-22). Further, a Notes Log 
Table stores a transaction history of notes associated with a particular document (see column 3, 
lines 37-40). 
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In other words, in Eintracht, one or more notes/annotations are created by a user and 
associated with a particular document. These notes are created by a user, and therefore are not 
history data of operations executed by a data creating section and a data reference section when 
creating a data file. 

Therefore, the proposed combination of Eintracht in view of Ichiriki does not teach or 
suggest the creation of "log data including history data of operations executed by" a data 
creating section and a data reference section when creating a data file. 

SerrmH dear Frror and/or Omission in the Final Offire Action- 

The Examiner has made a clear error and/or omission at least because the proposed 
combination of Eintracht in view of Ichiriki does not teach or suggest a log recording/ 
reproducing section which controls, with reference to the log data, a data creating section and a 
data reference section to re-execute operations stored in the log data. Similarly, Eintracht and 
Ichiriki do not teach or suggest controlling the data creating section and data reference section to 
"re-execute the operations stored in the log data" (claim 20), or "re-executing the operations as 
stored in the log data" (claim 23). 

In the Final Office Action, it was alleged that "when the user synchronizes a local copy 
with the notes database, the logged changes/annotations are transferred to the user and the local 
copy is reproduced with the logged changes/annotations" (see page 2, last paragraph). 

However, Eintracht does not teach or suggest re-executing operations stored in the "log 
data." Note synchronization is described in Eintracht at column 9, line 15 to column 10, line 16, 
and column 15, line 60 to column 16, line 63 (see also FIGS. 8 and 9). To synchronize a client's 
Notes Database, a Notes Server prepares a list of notes (step 166 of FIG. 8), and the Notes Client 
merges the list of notes with its local Notes Database (see steps 168 to 170 of FIG. 8). 
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Eintracht does not teach or suggest re-executing any operations "stored in the log data," 
as recited in independent claims 1, 20, and 23. 

Instead of re-executing operations stored in log data, Eintracht merely creates a list of 
notes and merges this list of notes with a local database. This is clearly not a re-execution of 
operations stored in log data. 

Third Hear Frrnr and/or Om ission in the Final Office Action- 

The Examiner has made a clear error and/or omission at least because the proposed 
combination of Eintracht in view of Ichiriki lacks proper motivation, and would not result in the 
Applicant's claimed invention. 

In the Final Office Action, it was admitted that Eintracht does not teach or suggest a data 
creating section, a data reference section, or that log data creation occurs "when creating the data 
file" (see page 2, last two lines to page 3, first line). However, Ichiriki was cited at column 12, 
lines 15-20 and 65-67, and column 13, lines 1-5 allegedly to remedy these deficiencies. 

However, even if the application software of Ichiriki were combined with Eintracht, there 
is no teaching or suggestion that the annotations stored in the notes database would somehow 
include history data of operations executed by the application software. Eintracht merely 
discloses that notes/annotations are prepared by a user. There is insufficient motivation to 
combine Eintracht and Ichiriki, at least because Eintracht already allows a user to enter 
annotations in a database, and any modification of Eintracht to include the application software 
of Ichiriki would not provide the ability to log anything other than user notes. 

Applicant submits that all of the claims under final rejection are in condition for 
allowance and should be allowed, and that the Final Office Action should be withdrawn. 
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There is no fee required for the submission of the Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review. 
However, if for any reason one or more fees are required for the entry and consideration of that 
Request, these Remarks, or anything else being filed herewith, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized and requested to charge Deposit Account No. 04-1105. 



Date: April 21, 2006 



Phone: (617)439-4444 
Customer No. 21874 



Respectfully submitted, 




(Reg. No. 42,693) 

Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge 
P.O. Box 55874 
Boston, MA 02205 



